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In the fall of 1964, not long after the Chinese had conducted 
their first nuclear test [October 16), John T. McNaughton, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, 
held a staff meeting with his deputies which I attended as his 
Special Assistant. In the course of the meeting he told us that 
the Indian Government had requested help from the US in detonating 
as soon as possible a nuclear device, to counter the increase in 
China's prestige in Asia and in the Third World. McNaughton said 
that Rusk supported this request, and that McNamara had agreed to 
join Rusk in this recommendation to the President. 

McNaughton did not tell us, and I didn't hear subsequently, 
the precise terms of this request, exactly what sort of US "help" 
might have been involved, and what the channel for the request was 
or who made it to whom. But all subsequent discussion among 
McNaughton's staff presumed our common understanding that an actual 
request had been made, not just an exploratory discussion, and that 
Rusk definitely favored it. As it was put to us, the decision had 
been made by Rusk and McNamara to recommend to the President that 
he approve the Indian request. 

We were not being asked for input on this issue, we were 
merely being informed of it. Presumably the Defense Department, 
and some of us, would be involved in discussions of how to meet the 
request. We didn't get into that in this meeting, though there was 
some mention that the fastest and easiest way would be for the US 
effectively to give them a device and conduct an explosion for them 
on a covert basis, presenting it to the world as an Indian 
achievement. 

We presumed--perhaps wrongly [see the discussion in Seaborg's 
diary and memoir of this period]--that McNamara's predilection 
would have been against such aid, on proliferation grounds, but we 
got the impression from McNaughton that McNamara had deferred to 
Rusk and the State Department on this. 

Most of us questioned the wisdom of this. We asked why Rusk 
took the position he did. McNaughton told us that Rusk's attitude 
was: "If our enemies have the bomb, why shouldn't our friends have 
it?" (These were McNaughton's exact words--I remember clearly--in 
describing Rusk's "position." I don't know if he heard them 
directly from Rusk in any meeting: probably not. My impression at 
the time was that he had been briefed on this discussion by 
McNamara, and that he was relaying to us McNamara's account to 
him) . 


We could think of some obvious answers to Rusk's question, and 
someone brought up two of them: Japan, and Germany. If India (far 
from one of our closest "friends") could explode a device, wouldn't 
Japan feel compelled to demonstrate the same capability, for 









And i£ Japan did so ' nina y ears after World War 
II' w ouldn t Germany want to do the same? 

McNaughton said that both of these points had come up in the 
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We didn't agree that this was an unanswerable question, but we 
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was extremely loath to ask him to do it. Nevertheless, we all felt 

uneasy about what we saw as a bad shift in policy and a dangerous 
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argued that we weren't convinced that Rusk or State had given 
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settled already without more analysis and debate. 

McNaughton didn't have to remind us of his reluctance to 
reopen a question like this with McNamara; he knew we all knJw 
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I was told that the recommendation on the Indian recruest had 
been put on hold and that there would be further di^Sssion 
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was my impression at the time, which may or may not have had any 
valid basis, that the formation of this committee was a response to 
our initiative, as presented by McNamara to Rusk (presumably as his 
own) . But that impression was simply based on the timing and on my 
being told that the conclusions of the Gilpatric Committee would 
settle this issue. I didn't read the Report at the time in 1965-- 
my first knowledge of its detailed recommendations was in the 
Seaborg memoir which I read about 1992, after which I got hold of 
the declassified version of the Report. 

I did hear in the spring of 1965 that the Gilpatric Committee 
had come down essentially on our side, in opposing any US support 
to any proliferation, even among friends, but that the President 
had basically shelved its specific recommendations. 

Seaborg's account is crucial for an understanding of the 
positions of Rusk, and perhaps McNamara, at that time. His 
description of Rusk's attitude is entirely consistent from we heard 
from McNaughton at the time. However, Seaborg says nothing about 
a definite request from India for help, then or later, nor a 
tentative decision by Rusk on it. On that point this recollection 
supplements the Seaborg discussion. 






